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Section　1：　Conditions　of　work，　stress　and　occupational　health：　Present　conditions　ond　likely　future　trends
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ABSTRACT
　A　review　of　the　literature　on　organizational　restructuring　and　downsizing　indicates　that
downsizing　has　not　resulted　in　the　anticipated　gains　in　organizational　effectiveness．　A　paucity　of
empirical　research　exists　on　the　effects　of　organizational　restructuring　although　early　evidence
suggests　that　organizational　restructuring　has　not　met　with　much　greater　effect　at　the　organi－
zational　level．　The　effects　of　organizational　restructuring　and　downsizing　on　individuals　appear
to　be　very　similar．　Much　of　the　literature　suggests　negative　effects　on　employees’　productivity
and　well－being；　however，　there　are　examples　of　successful　restructuring　strategies．　These
successes　suggest　the　presence　of　contextual　factors　before　and　during　the　restructuring　that
can　mitigate　the　negative　effects　at　the　individual　and　organizational　levels．　Areas　in　need　of
further　research　are　identified．
　Linkages　between　organizational　restructur－
ing　and　employees’　well－Being
　　Historically，　people　have　experienced　layoffs
from　their　jobs　due　to　seasonal　fluctuations，
economic　downturns，　and　other　events　that
precluded　their　continued　employment　with
a　given　organization．　However，　the　people　who
were　directly　affected　by　these　layoffs　were
primarily　blue－collar　workers．　More　recently，
professional　and　managerial　personnel　found
themselves　the　target　of　these　efforts］）　and　we　saw
a　change　in　terminology　as　well　as　an　increased
scope　of　activities　from　layoffs　to　downsizing，
to　organizational　restructuring，　and　more
recently　organizational　reengineering．
　　Layoffs　and　downsizing　typically　connote
a　reduction－in－force　only　while　restructuring
and　reengineering　typically　incorporate　a
reduction－in－force　but　also　include　expansion，
contraction，　or　redirection　of　organizational
resources，　products，　and　services．　Therefore，
organizational　changes　are　typically　wider　in
scope　duri g restructuring　and　reengineering
than　lay ffs and　downsizing．　Despite　these　dif－
ferences，　layoffs，　downsizing，　organizational
rest ucturi g，　and　reengineering　have　several
common　elements．　First，　some　employees　will
lose　their　jobs．　Secondly，　some　employees　will
be　transferred　or　reassigned　to　another　job．
Thirdly，　 ome　employees　will　experience　an
increase　in　job　responsibilities．　And　lastly，
some　 mployees　will　experience　an　increase　in
workload．　The　purpose　of　this　paper　is　to
explore　the　effects　of　these　events　on　employ一
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ees’@well－being．　Before　addressing　the　effects
of　these　events　on　employee　well－being，　1　will
summarize　the　reasons　behind　these　events
and　the　effects　of　downsizing　or　restructuring
at　the　organizational　level．
　　Reasons　for　downsizing　and　restructuring
　　Initially，　organizational　theorists　suggested
that　layoffs　and　downsizing　were　in　response
to　economic　downturns　and　organizational
declinei）．　Since　the　1980s，　the　effects　of
increased　international　competition　and　glob－
alization　and　the　impact　of　technology　have
prompted　organizations　to　consider　down－
sizing，　restructuring，　and　reengineering　as
business　strategies　rather　than　simply
responses　to　organizational　decline2）・8）．　Palmer，
Kabanoff，　and　Dunford‘）　suggested　that　in　the
United　States　the　reason　for　downsizing　has
moved　away　from　general　economic　condi－
tions　to　better　staff　utilization，　outsourcing，
plant　closure，　mergers，　automation，　and　the
use　of　new　technology．　By　examining　the
annual　reports　of　large　Australian　organiza－
tions，　Palmer　et　al．‘）　identified　nine　downsizing
themes：　rationalizing／restructuring，　cost　reduc－
tion，　productivity，　policy－procedural　issues，　the
economic　or　general　business　environment，
globalization，　expressions　of　concern　and　con－
sideration　for　those　affected，　reasons　for　not
downsizing，　and　drawbacks　of　downsizing．
These　nine　themes　were　further　reduced　to
three　broad　management　languages－a　strate－
gic　language，　a　process　language，　and　a　cost
versus　consideration　language．　Therefore，　it
appears　that　downsizing　and　organizational
restructuring　are　business　strategies　and
despite　the　language　or　reasons　stated，　“Lay－
offs，　reductions－in－force，　downsizing，　and
rightsizing　are　here　to　stay．　They　span　all
industries　in　both　private　and　public　sectors”
（ref．5），　p．　531）．
Effects　of　downsizing／restructuring
　　Organizational　level
　There　are　few　empirical　studies　of　organiza－
tional　restructuring　and　reengineering，　but　we
do　have　some　studies　of　the　effects　of　down－
sizing　at　the　organizational　level．　According　to
a　1992　Conference　Board　survey　of　firms　with
more　than　10，000　employees，　6490　of　the　firms
that　reported　downsizing　experienced　a
decrease　in　morale　among　survivors；　4690
exp rienced　an　increase　in　retiree　health
costs；　3090　experienced　an　increase　in　over－
time；　and　2290　eliminated　the　wrong　people6）．
Tomasko7）　reported　that　only　one－fourth　of　the
firms　that　downsized　actually　experienced
improvements　in　productivity，　cash　flow，
or　shareholder　return　on　investment　and
Pearlstein8）　reported　that　two－thirds　of　the
organizations　that　downsized　did　so　again
within　a　year．
　　Downsizing　als 　can　result　in　disruptions　in
commu ication　patterns　or　structural　holes
leading　to　organizational　chaos　and　im－
pairment　of　organizations’　communication
climates9）・iO）．　Also，　restructuring　and　downsiz－
g　has　been　suggested　to　result　in　the　loss　of
p rsonal　relationships　between　employees　and
customers　impacting　customer　satisfactionii）．
Further，　Cameron，　Whetton，　and　Kim　（1987，
as　cited　in　Burke　8c　Nelson，　1998（2））　reported
that　among　companies　in　the　U．S　automobile
industry，　downsizing　in　the　1980s　resulted　in
increased　centralization　of　decision　making；
adopti n　of　a　short－term　crisis　mentality；
loss　of　innovativeness；　increased　resistance
to　change；　risk　aversion　and　conservatism
in　decision　making；　loss　of　trust　among
customers； restricted　communication　flows
and　les information　sharing．　These　reac－
tions　to　downsizing　reflect　potentially　serious
negative　organizational　consequences　and
would　be expected　to　decrease　organizational
effectiveness．
　　In　summary，　downsizing　has　not　been　found
to　improve　earnings　or　stock　market　perfor－
mancei2）．　Few　dow sizing　efforts　have　gener－
ated　the　anticipated　organizational　out－
come 3）・i4），　and　at　least　5090　and　possibly　as
high　as 75　90 of　the　firms　end　up　in　worse　shape
than　befor 　d wnsizingi5）．　It　appears　clear　that
downsizing　has　not　been　effective　at　the　orga－
nizational　level．　The　question　remains　whether
downsizing　in　conjunction　with　restructuring
or　reengineering　is　any　more　effective　than
downsizing　alone．　Early　evidence　suggests
organizational　restructuring　and　reengineer－
ing　strategi’es　may　not　be　any　more　effective
than　downsizingi6）・i7）．　At　the　individual　level　of
analysis，　the　effects　of　downsizing，　reorganiza－
tion， and　mergers　and　acquisitions　appear　to
be highly　correlatedi8）　suggesting　the　common
el ments　among　these　strategies　are　major
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contributors　to　the　outcomes　of　the　strategies．
　　Individual　level
　　The　effects　of　organizational　restructuring
and　downsizing　appear　to　fall　short　of
expected　gains　in　efficiency　and　profitability
at　the　organizational　level．　An　examination　of
the　effects　of　restructuring　and　downsizing　on
individuals　may　provide　some　explanations　as
well　as　provide　linkages　between　restructuring
and　employees’　well－being．
　　Victims．　lt　is　relatively　well　known　that　the
victims　of　layoffs，　downsizing，　restructuring，
and　reengineering　experience　numerous　neg－
ative　effects　at　least　in　the　short－termi9）・20）．
These　include　financial　losses，　strains　on
family　relationships，　reduction　in　one’s　self－
concept　and　life　satisfaction，　and　negative
effects　on　general　physical　and　psychological
well－being2i）．　Ket　de　Vries　and　Balazs22）　found
that　among　managers　who　had　been　the　tar－
get　of　downsizing　within　the　past　six　months
almost　half　had　adapted　to　the　situation，
almost　a　third　were　depressed，　somewhat　fewer
used　their　termination　to　make　an　opportu－
nity　for　themselves　such　as　starting　a　new
career　or　a　new　business，　and　ten　percent　were
antagonistic　directing　their　outward　aggres－
sion　primarily　at　family　members　but　also　to
individuals　outside　the　family　circle．　ln　fact，
some　of　the　antagonists　in　Ket　de　Vries　and
Balasz’s　study　appeared　to　carry　their　aggres－
sive　behavior　with　them　to　new　jobs　which
resulted　in　their　dismissals．
　　While　many　of　these　negative　effects　of
unemployment　appear　to　abate　once　an　indi－
vidual　regains　employment，　it　is　not　clear
whether　the　effects　of　job　loss　resulting　from
downsizing　and　restructuring　similarly　dissi－
pate　upon　reemployment．　Several　research
questions　need　to　be　addressed．　For　example，
what　is　the　effect　of　not　being　able　to　find
employment　at　the　same　or　better　level　of　pay
and　benefits　on　economic，　physical　and　psy－
chological　well－being　of　individuals　who　have
suffered　involuntary，　“no　fault”　job　loss？　Do
the　negative　effects　of　downsizing　or　“no　fault”
job　loss　dissipate　once　people　are　reemployed
and，　if　so，　how　quickly　do　these　effects　dissi－
pate？　What　factors　concerning　the　layoff，　the
unemployment　episode，　and　the　reemploy－
ment　process　facilitate　or　hinder　individuals’
return　to　economic，　physical　and　psychologi一
cal　well－beingP
　　Survivors．　lnitially，　research　focussed　pri－
marily　on　the　effects　of　layoffs　on　the　victims．
Howev r，　there　 s　now　a　considerable　body　of
researc 　dem nstrating　that　the　negative
effects　of　downsizing　do　not　occur　just　for
those　who　actually　experience　the　loss　of　their
jobs．　Rather，　individuals　who　survive　the
reduction－ n－force　also　experience　several
n gative　effects．　The　survivor　syndrome　is
characterized　by　stress，　anxiety，　anger，　frus－
tration，　aggression，　distrust　of　manage－
ment，　lower　commitment，　and　increased　risk
aversion16）・　28）i　24）7　25），　26），　27），　28），　29），　30），　81），　32）．
　　Consistent　with　these　effects，　organizational
restruc ur g a d　downsizing　appear　to　result
in　an　increased　resistance　to　change，　increased
job　insecurity，　higher　work　group　cohesive－
ness，　hig er　absenteeism，　and　lower　produc－
tivityiO）・88）；　84）・　85）・　36）．　lt　has　been　suggested　that
th 　turmoil　and　job　insecurity　arising　from
organizati al　restructuring　and　downsizing
has　changed　employees’　psychological　con－
tractsi8）・87）；　th re　is　less　expectation　that　orga－
nizations　a e　obligated　to　necessarily　retain
productive employees　and，　in　turn，　individuals
are　not　obligated　to　necessarily　reciprocate
with　loy lty　and　commitment　to　the
employer38）78C）・40）．　Restructuring　and　downsizing
have　changed　employees　and　managers’
aspiration with　a　reemergence　of　interest　in
self－ mploym nt，　a　multi－organization　career
perspective　with　individuals　managing　their
own　careers，　and　a　growing　desire　for　more
balance　be ween　work　and　nonwork4i）．
　 Executioners．　lnterestingly，　only　one　study
focu sed　on　the　effects　of　downsizing　on　the
executio ers，　those　managers　who　were
responsible　for　implementing　the　downsizing
efforts22）．　Based　on　interviews　with　a　small　sam－
ple　of　executioners，　Ket　de　Vries　and　Balasz22）
found　that　30　out　of　80　executioners　were
adjusted； however，　the　remaining　50　individuals
exhibited　ways　of　coping　with　the　responsibil－
ty　of　implementing　the　downsizing　that　may
be　considered　dysfunctional．　The　two　largest
groups were　the　depressive　（14　out　of　80）　and
the　compulsive／ritualistic（140ut　of　80）re・ac－
tions．　The　depressives　were　much　the　same　as
what　has　been　observed　among　victims　and
survivors；　however，　the　compulsives　represent
a　new　coping　reaction　reflected　by　an
increa ed　need　for　control，　isolation，　and　an
（3）
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exclusive　devotion　to　work．　Ket　de　Vries　and
Balasz　found　9　of　the　80　executioners　exhibited
problems　expressing　their　feelings　and　actu－
ally　being　able　to　feel　their　own　emotions．　This
was　accompanied　with　a　loss　of　interest　in　and
withdrawal　from　all　activities　that　ordinarily
provided　them　pleasure．　The　two　remaining
groups　were　labeled　abrasive　（n　＝　7）　and　dis－
sociative　（n　＝　6）．　The　abrasive　coping　execu－
tioners　reflected　similar　behavior　to　those
found　among　victims　and　survivors　including
aggressive　feelings，　impatience，　and　a　lack
of　interpersonal　skills　while　the　dissociative
coping　executioners　were　detached　with　a　pre－
vailing　sensation　that　the　familiar　was　novel．
　　It　may　be　that　these　managers　exhibited
these　coping　strategies　prior　to　the　experience
of　downsizing．　However，　there　is　considerable
similarity　of　Ket　de　Vries　and　Balasz’s　findings
with　other　studies　especially　those　examining
the　reactions　of　managers　experiencing　down－
sizing．　Perhaps　the　most　interesting　aspect　of
the　findings　on　executioners　coping　responses
is　the　potential　effect　on　the　employees　that
work　for　or　with　these　managers　providing
further　explanations　why　downsizing　and　orga－
nizational　structuring　may　have　negative
effects　on　employees’　well－being　as　well　as　neg－
ative　effects　on　organizational　effectiveness．
When　employees　are　experiencing　the　sur－
vivor　syndrome　and　managers　are　reacting　to
restructuring　and　downsizing　with　one　of　the
more　dysfunctional　coping　reactions，　is　it　lit－
tle　wonder　that　positive　outcomes　are　not
forthcomingl　Research　is　needed，　however，
that　builds　the　linkages　between　employees
and　managers’　reactions　to　restructuring　and
downsizing　especially　with　respect　to　produc－
tivity，　psychological　well－being，　and　physical
well－being．
　　Contextual　factors．　Up　to　this　point，　the　lit－
erature　presented　reflects　negative　outcomes
of　organizational　restructuring　and　downsiz－
ing．　However，　Hitt，　Keats，　Harback　and　Nixon42’），
based　on　their　research　involving　a　number　of
organizations，　suggested　that　effective　down－
sizing　Practices　can　occur　and　involve二　1）
reducing　the　number　of　layers　in　the　organi－
zation，　2）　considering　interdependencies
within　and　across　units　of　the　organization，　3）
identifying，　protecting，　and　mentoring　poten－
tial　leaders，　4）　decentralizing　and　empowering
key　individuals，　5）　identifying　and　protecting
core　compete cies，　6）　emphasizing　leader－
ship，　7）　emphasizing　team　over　individual
effort， nd　8）　continuing　to　hire，　grow，　and
dev lop．　Alternatively，　they　suggested　that　vol－
untary　early　retirement　programs，　across－the－
board　layoffs，　implementation　of　layoffs　slowly
over　tim ，　excessive　reductions　of　personnel，
placement　of　survivors　in　challenging　jobs
without　sufficient　skills，　elimination　of　train－
ing　and　devel pment　programs，　emphasis　on
employee　accountability　in　lieu　of　employee
involvement，　and　promises　of　high　monetary
rewards　rather　than　careers　are　ineffective
practices．　While　some　of　these　effective　and
neffective　practices　appear　to　be　supported，
there　are　inconsistencies　in　the　literature　with
some　of thei 　proscriptions．
　　For　example，　there　have　been　two　successful
restructur g　projects　reported　in　the　litera－
ture　that　took　place　over　an　extended　time
period．　Bartunek　and　Franzak43）　reported　on
a　restructuring　event　that　occurred　over　a　two
year　period．　This　effort　was　considered　suc－
cessfu1　leading　to　an　increase　in　cooperation．
However，　it　was　noted　that　in　this　particular
restructuring　effort　no　one　lost　organizational
membership　as　 　result　of　the　changes．　Parker，
Chmi ， nd　Wa114‘）　conducted　a　four　year
longitudinal　study　of　strategic　downsizing　in
which　4090　of　the　workforce　was　eliminated
ac oss　all　levels　in　the　organization．　Less　that
590　of those　individuals　were　laid　off　involun－
tarily；　mos of　those　who　lost　their　jobs　did　so
through　e rly re irements．　Parker　et　al．　found
no　decrease　in　well－being　despite　an　increase
in　work　demands．　The　organization　did，　how－
ever，　int oduce　an　empowerment　initiative　that
may　have　contributed　to　the　positive　outcomes
for　the　survivors．
　　Other　successfu1　organizational　restructur－
ing　s rategies　have　been　reported　that
appe red　t 　be　more　consistent　with　Hitt，　et
al．42）　recommendations．　Howard　and　Frink45）
reported　positive　results　for’　a　restructur－
ing　effort　at four　local　municipalities．　They
concluded　that　one　of　the　key　factors　for　the
program’s　success　was　that　employees　knew
what　gr wth　opportunities　there　would　be
after　the　restructuring．　Communication　and
involvement　of　all　parties　was　suggested　to　be
of　primary　importance．　Similarly，　Covin3‘）
found　that　8090　of　the　participants　in　their
study　agre d　that　the　workforce　reduction　was
（4）
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necessary，　and　most　felt　the　change　had　been
successfu1　even　though　employee　participation
was　minimal．　Communication，　especially　face－
to－face　communication　with　managers　or　in
small　groups，　was　viewed　as　essential　to　the
success　of　the　workforce　reduction　and　the
most　positive　means　of　communicating　about
the　downsizing．
　　Olson　and　Tetrick35）　and　Shaw，　et　al．46）
reported　the　effects　of　organizational　restruc－
turing　depended　on　other　factors．　For　exam－
ple，　Olson　and　Tetrick　found　a　moderating
effect　for　level　in　the　organization　and
whether　the　individual　had　experienced　a
recent　job　change　possibly　the　result　of　the
restructuring．　Shaw　et　al．　found　that　personal
coping　resources，　social　support，　and　external
coping　resources　such　as　the　union　and　qual－
ity　circles　offset　stress　and　strain　during　an
organizational　restructuring．
　　What　becomes　clear　from　reviewing　the　lit－
erature　is　that　the　effects　of　restructuring　and
downsizing　are　complex　and　depend　on　sev－
eral　situational　factors．　As　Burke（ref・47），　p．　9）
stated：　“There’s　nothing　i’nherently　wrong　with
the　idea　［reeingineering］．
workplace　activities　and
most　basic　levels　in
activities，　eliminate　them
add　new　procedures　and
highly　beneficial．　Lik
zational　chan
implementation．”
　　Mishra　and　Spreitzer48）
an　effort　to
　　　　　　　e　so many　other　org
ge　ideas，　the　problems　come　with
To　consider　a　set　of
proc ses　at　their
　 　　　　improve　the
altoge r，　and／or
　processes　can　be
　　　 　　　　　　　　　ani一
　　　　　　　　　 　　　　 　　　　　　　proposed　that　four
primary　contextual　factors　are　trust，　empow－
erment，　justice，　and　work　redesign，　especially
job　variety　and　autonomy．　These　appear　to　be
consistent　with　some　successfu1　organizational
restructuring　efforts’g5）i　4gL）：　44）　although　they
may　not　be　sufficiently　inclusive　of　the　key　fac－
tOrS　in　successful　restructuring84）・　45）・　4S｝），　r）o），　r）i）．
It　would　appear　that　the　organization　devel－
opment　values　enumerated　by　Burke47）　might
serve　as　successfu1　guiding　principles　for
strategic　restructuring　and　downsizing．　These
are　1）　human　development　ensuring　oppor－
tunities　for　personal　learning　and　growth，　2）
fairness　maintaining　equitable　treatment　of
individuals　without　discrimination　and　with
dignity，　3）　openness　through　forthright　and
honest　communication　throughout　the　orga－
nization，　4）　choice　ensuring　that　people　are
free　from　coercion　and　arbitrary　use　of
authority， and　5）　balance　of　autonomy　and
constr int　enabl ng　individuals　to　perform　job
responsibilities　as　they　deem　appropriate
within　reas nable　organizational　constraints．
　　Rese rch　needs　to　examine　the　contextual
factors　to　understand　the　effects　of　organiza－
tional　restructuring　on　employees’　well－being．
Much　of　the　research　has　not　considered　mul－
tiple contextual　factors．　Further，　research　has
typically　focussed　on　either　employee　produc－
ivity，　psychological　well－being，　or　physical
well－being．　We　need　to　explicitly　examine　the
effects　of　these　strategies　on　both　productivity
and　well－bei g．
　　Summary　and　conclusions
　A　review　of　the　literature　on　organizational
restructuring　and　downsizing　makes　clear　that
our　k owledge of　the　effects　on　employees’
well－being　and　organizations’　well－being　is　far
from　complete．　Multiple　factors　appear　to　be
operating：　some　at　the　individual　level，　some
at　the　organizational　level，　and　some　undoubt－
edly　across　levels．　Future　research　needs　to
xamine　the　cross－level　effects　as　well　as　con－
sider　the　joint　effects　of　the　multiple　factors
such　as　employee　involvement，　length　of　time
to　accomplish　the　restructuring，　communica－
tion　mechanisms，　etc．　lt　also　is　clear　that　the
timing　of　effects　of　organizational　restructur－
ing　is　little　understood．　Some　studies　have
occurred　during　the　restructuring　effort，　some
shortly　after　restructuring，　and　a　few　hic　ve
taken　a　long－term　follow－up　approach．　Unfor－
tunately，　the　number　of　empirical　studies　avail－
able　do　not　 et　us　draw　conclusions　of　the
causal　interval　of　the　various　effects　let　alone
determine　the　effects　due　to　change　per　se　ver－
sus the　effects　due　to　restructuring　and／or
downsizing　specifically．　Lastly，　it　is　important
to integrate　the　organizational　effectiveness，
employee　productivity，　and　individual　well－
being　literatures　to　link　the　effects　of　organi－
zational　restructuring　on　individual　employees
as　well　as　the　organization．　lntroduction　of
changes　to　the　design　or　structure　of　an　orga－
nization　is　expected　to　result　in　changes　to
individuals　jobs　and　their　relationships　with
other　indivi uals　internal　and　external　to　the
organization．　The　impact　of　these　changes　on
the　individuals　needs　to　be　considered　before
the　changes 　implemented　to　prevent　unin－
tended　negative　consequences　on　employees
（5）
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